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Can Catholics vote for a man who is perpetually loading them with virulent abuse, and defaming their church and themselves with the grossest of lies? Will Dissenters support a person who is almost daily in the habit of insulting them, and of trying to load them with heavy extortions? Can Churchmen vote for a person whom they know to be insincere, and whom they must recollect formerly to have been one of their most malignant and unscrupulous antagonists? 
Introduction
Chapter 8 tested the degree to which patterns of liberal and conservative self-identification in the House of Commons lined up with dissenting and Anglican legislation in the four parliaments that met between 1833 and 1847. The evidence developed in that chapter argued strongly for mature organization of parliament along perceptible party lines several decades before the age of Gladstone and Disraeli. The present chapter turns to the other major component of this research that lends itself to numerical analysis, and allows us to test these attitudes at another level of political power, in an assessment of electoral behaviour among the constituents of four of the five boroughs in review. Such analysis is feasible for two reasons: because of the practice of public voting in the United Kingdom until the secret ballot act of 1872 and the consequent printing of poll books indicating how individual electors voted for members of parliament; and because dissenting chapels, especially until the marriage and registration acts of 1836, usually kept their own records of baptisms, marriages, and burials.
Earlier attempts at quantifying religion and politics: the potentials and pitfalls
John Vincent has demonstrated that the clergy of the Church of England, and church organists, were more likely to vote conservative than not, and that dissenting ministers were more inclined to vote liberal. 3 In view of the evidence from foregoing chapters, such findings are not surprising, nor are they by themselves very useful-although they are a little more instructive than Vincent's findings, confirmed by others, that butchers supported conservatives and grocers supported liberals! 4 But can we do better than this? Working from poll books and chapel records, can we draw meaningful conclusions about the role played by religion in the voting behaviour of the electorate? 5 T.J. Nossiter addressed the same question over a generation ago, and it is worth quoting his conclusion:
Few historians would doubt that religious affiliation was one of the determinants in voting behaviour after 1832, although they might disagree over the details. Proving it is quite another matter. In principle, it would be possible to go through church and chapel records, and relate individuals to details of polling, but there are many objections, both practical and theoretical, to this approach. It would be not only a Herculean task to gather the data but also, ultimately, Sisyphean, in view of its erratic survival. Even if it was available in some cases, it is doubtful how meaningful it would be, when many married in church but attended other denominations, and when religious attachments were generally so fluid. 6 In spite of Nossiter's gloomy forecast for the success of such an endeavour, the approach he outlined is more or less the method used in preparing the present chapter. The limitations are real and caveats are necessary; the task may be Herculean, but in no sense is it Sisyphean.
The model used in the present analyses
Turning first to the method and the caveats, the evidence for this chapter, which is given in full in Appendix B, correlates relevant data
